





portions of our land, and cut off most of the Reservation from the salmon which sustained our
people nutritionally, culturally, and spiritually. Thus, it should be no surprise that Colville places
a high priority on work toward achieving passage and reintroduction of salmon above Chief
Joseph and Grand Coulee dams. When the NPCC proposed in 2014 to include a phased
investigation of fish passage and reintroduction in the blocked area of the UCR in the draft
Program amendments as a more detailed articulation of a long-standing Program measure,
Colville supported that amendment. See July 17, 2014, Comment Letter on Draft 2014 Program
at 1. As we noted in our recommendations for the current amendment process, “CTCR supports
full implementation of the Council's 2014 Program.” This includes the measure of a three-phase
feasibility study of passage and reintroduction, though we have acknowledged that Bonneville
does not view it as a legally binding measure under the requirements of the Northwest Power
Act. See 2018 Colville Fish Accord Extension at 22 n.11.

Since our comments supporting fish passage and reintroduction as a detailed measure in
the 2014 Program, Colville has undertaken, in conjunction with the Spokane Tribe and other
entities, several efforts to advance this goal. We have collaborated on studies under Phase 1 of
Program’s fish passage and reintroduction measure, contributed to a Phase 1 Report, and have
jointly hosted a site visit by members of the Independent Science Advisory Board as part of their
review of the Phase 1 Report. Colville continues to advocate for fish passage to be included as
an alternative in the CRSO EIS process and as an integral part of ecosystem-based function in a
modernized Columbia River Treaty consistent with the 2013 Regional Recommendation.
Colville has also participated in the MAFAC Columbia Basin Partnership Task Force, including
in the development of fish production goals in the UCR, which appear to be the basis for some of
the strategy performance indicators identified in the addendum. See Draft Addendum at 13-14.

Most recently, in August of this year Colville released adult Chinook salmon obtained
from Douglas PUD’s Wells Hatchery into Lake Rufus Woods and Lake Roosevelt, marking the
first time anadromous salmonids have been present in these waters since the 1950s and 1930s,
respectively. These cultural and educational releases conducted under the Tribes’ own
authorities and using funding unrelated to the 2018 Accord Extension, was a seminal moment in
Colville’s effort to restore salmon to parts of its reservation that have been deprived of this life-
sustaining resource for generations. It also represented an important step for improving the
ecological health and economy of the UCR as a whole. We are committed to continuing this
effort and achieving full life-cycle fish passage of anadromous salmon in these areas.

CTCR appreciates that the NPCC’s draft addendum calls out this measure as a near-term
priority, asking “Bonneville and others [to c]ontinue to make progress on the program’s phased
approach to evaluate the possibility of reintroducing anadromous fish above Grand Coulee and
Chief Joseph dams.” Draft Addendum at 37; see also Draft Addendum at 25 (Objective C7 —
“Complete the analysis required for the phased approach to investigating the reintroduction of
anadromous fish above Chief Joseph and Grand Coulee dams including juvenile and adult
passage at the dams”). The addendum merely reiterates the need for implementation of an
existing Program measure — one which “received substantial support in the amendment process
from many governmental and non-governmental entities” — and we support it. Although CTCR
made no recommendations specific to the issue of fish passage and reintroduction, we intend to
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remain engaged and contribute to this vital effort consistent with the high priority that the
Colville Business Council and the Colville Fish & Wildlife Program have placed on it.

Mitigation in Blocked Areas

Colville has long advocated for more equitable mitigation of the hydrosystem’s impacts
in the UCR. As the Colville Fish Accord Extension states: ”Approaching fish and wildlife
mitigation efforts fairly in the UCR Basin was an important goal of the 2008 Agreement, and the
partnership between the Colville Tribes and the Action Agencies in the past decade achieved
meaningful progress toward this objective.” 2018 Accord Extension at 9. We appreciate the
NPCC'’s recognition that the part of the Basin above Grand Coulee and Chief Joseph dams “has
suffered the loss of anadromous fish and other fish and wildlife species directly due to
hydropower development at a scale at least comparable to and in most cases greater than, other
areas in the basin.” Draft Addendum at 36. Further, we agree with its assessment that
historically “[t]hese losses have been severely under-addressed and under-mitigated through the
Northwest Power Act, especially when compared with other areas and other entities in the
basin.” Colville has been deeply engaged in correcting this historic injustice and under-
mitigation of the hydrosystem’s impacts in the UCR, including through our work with
Bonneville and other Accord partners since 2008.

Colville appreciates the draft addendum’s emphasis on mitigation in the UCR. However,
since our participation in the amendment process has been limited and we did not make a
specific recommendation on this issue, we leave it to the NPCC and the fish and wildlife
managers of the UCR, working with Bonneville, the Corps and Reclamation as appropriate, to
implement this near-term priority consistent with the requirements of the Northwest Power Act.
Colville stands ready to work with the Spokane Tribe and WDFW as a co-equal fish and wildlife
managers in the region, as well as Bonneville, whether through consultation as the draft
addendum suggests, or any other viable coordination mechanism that respects CTCR’s
sovereignty and priorities for its reservation, the Colville people and the UCR as a whole.

Other Comments

e Page 10, Biological Objective S1 & page 14 (Wild Fish Strategy Indicators). It is confusing to
reference “delisting values” for non-ESA populations. Although footnote 7 (page 44) explains
why values for a non-listed species such as UCR fall Chinook were used, there is no information
on how the values were determined. It may be preferable simply to reference the low, medium
and high goals in the MAFAC report and as a default establish the next higher goal as the target
for the biological objective.

e Page 11 (dam passage survival indicators). The dam passage survival rates are for passage at
the concrete only. Is it possible to include (or establish separately) quantifiable juvenile
performance standards the reservoir environment as well? This would potentially allow fish and
wildlife managers and the agencies to address survival concerns specific to the reservoirs such as
temperature and predation. With respect to adult survival, it is unclear why a different, lower
standard applies to UCR steelhead (84.5%) relative to Snake River steelhead and UCR spring
Chinook (90.1%). This should be explained.
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e Page 14 (Wild Fish Strategy Indicators). Consistent with our comment above, we suggest the
following revision to the last sentence before the table:

The program recognizes the provisional medium and high escapement abundances developed
through the collaborative regional effort but, for ESA listed stocks, near-term focus will be on
contributing to the following low natural-origin spawner escapement target:14 (S1-3). For
unlisted stocks that are already exceeding the low goal, the focus will be on achieving medium
and high targets.

e Pages 11-14. The strategy performance indicators were developed in the MAFAC Columbia
Basin Partnership Take Force process with fish passage and reintroduction upstream of Chief
Joseph and Grand Coulee dams. These goals cannot be met without access to that habitat or
hatchery production for those areas. We recommend that this be explained as important context
for the indicators.

e The final bullet point in Part II under the heading “How the Program is Implemented” provides
as follows:
Plan future implementation of the Fish and Wildlife Program. The Council
will work with the state and federal fish and wildlife agencies and tribes to
consider initiating a process to plan future implementation of the fish and wildlife
program.

More details on this item would be helpful so wildlife agencies, tribes and others can fully
understand what the NPCC is proposing.

Sincerely,

Rodney Cawston
Chairman, Colville Business Council
Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation
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